The National Institutes of Health is now requiring reviewers of grant applications to provide a score of the overall scientific impact of proposed research. In response to this increased emphasis on scientific impact, we asked the members of WJNR's editorial board to write their views on the meaning of scientific impact, how impact can be evaluated, and strategies to increase the impact of a research program. Their individual perspectives are presented in the paper "Scientific Impact: Opportunity and Necessity" (Cohen et al., 2010) , the first in our series of Editorial Board Special Articles. These Special Articles are a new feature in WJNR and are intended to provide readers with multiple viewpoints on issues of particular relevance and importance to nurse researchers.
Our board members have diverse ideas about scientific impact, but they all agree that evaluating impact means looking beyond the significance of the problem being investigated to determining whether the study will have far-reaching effects. A study with the potential for high impact will not only be likely to produce important findings but also be likely to bring about changes in how research in a particular scientific discipline is conceived and conducted or to bring about significant alterations in clinical practice, or even to substantially influence public policy.
Our editorial board focused on impact as it relates to proposed research; however, impact is often used in relation to other aspects of the research process. Impact is also used in relation to research publications and also when referring to the scientific output of research teams or individual investigators.
The impact of a published research study may be roughly estimated by the number of times the article is cited or downloaded. However, citation frequency is an imprecise indicator of scientific impact because there may be trivial or practical reasons for some papers to be cited frequently. For example, a paper that describes a routinely used methodology may be highly cited. A measure that would better relate publication impact to scientific impact would be determining the extent to which a paper has altered the landscape of a research area or scientific discipline. However, this kind of measure would be difficult to obtain; even more difficult would be devising indices that measure the influence of papers on practice or policy.
A measure of impact that researchers are probably most familiar with is the journal impact factor score. The impact factor for any given journal is a value that is calculated based on the rapidity and frequency with which papers in that journal are cited in other published articles (Garfield, 2006) . The many limitations of journal impact factors have been well documented (Grzybowski, 2009; Ha, Tan, & Soo, 2006; Hecht, Hecht, & Sandberg, 1998) . Journal impact factor has often been used in ways for which it was never intended. For example, journal impact factor has been inappropriately used in faculty promotion decisions (Grzybowski, 2009; Ha et al., 2006; Hecht et al., 1998) . Journal impact factor is entirely inadequate as a proxy measure of impact of specific articles. Impact factor scores do not necessarily reflect the extent of a paper's or an investigator's scientific impact. Papers that have had major influences on scientific disciplines have often been published in journals with low impact factor scores because authors weigh many issues when determining where to publish their work.
A measure of impact that may be less familiar to readers is the h index. The h index is intended to provide a quantitative measure of the relative impact of individual investigators or research teams on the discipline within which they work (Baldock, Ma, & Ortin, 2009; Bornman & Daniel, 2009; Hirsch, 2005 Hirsch, , 2007 . The h index relates the number of papers an investigator publishes to the citation frequency of those papers (Hirsch, 2005) . Readers might find it interesting to examine their own or their colleagues' h indices at Scopus or Web of Science Web sites (see Figure 1) . However, the h index cannot be used to compare researchers across different disciplines, and it is not an accurate measure for beginning researchers. Despite these limitations, the h index can provide information beyond self-assessments or subjective judgments based on reputation that may be unrelated to actual scientific impact.
Assessing scientific impact is complicated. No strategy to assess scientific impact is perfect, and so far, no quantitative measure has been developed that can adequately measure the scientific impact of particular studies, specific manuscripts, or individual investigators. Yet any discussion about impact is inherently valuable. Greater overall attention to the concept of impact will probably help increase the actual impact of studies and will certainly foster our growth as researchers.
We hope that this Editorial Board Special Article on scientific impact as well as subsequent Special Articles to be published in upcoming months will stimulate fruitful discussions among nurse researchers. As always, WJNR welcomes your ideas and input. Vicki S. Conn, PhD, RN, FAAN Editor
